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1 . Claims 1 to 12 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, second paragraph, as being 
indefinite for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which 
applicant regards as the invention. 

In all of the claims, the Examiner suggests getting rid of language such as 
"preferably" and "such as" as they do not clearly define the intended scope of the claim. 

Claim 1: 

The phrase "-11 = positive integer-" makes no sense. This applies as well to "-Hi = 
positive integer-". Likewise "li > 2 and Hi > 2" is confusing. 
Reference to "- stage 11=1" is confusing. 
It is unclear right is intended by "right to the core". 

It is unclear if the crosslinking stage must be completed by curing in a fan over 
for 30 minutes at 150°C. On one hand, the claimed method merely states the stage of 
crosslinking but subsequently the method refers to specific crosslinking conditions 
required for testing certain properties. 

The entire phrase "and furthermore being fluid... or to emulsification" makes no 
sense and is confusing. 

Claim 3: 

It is not clear from the phrase "at least one stage IN" what is intended since stage 
III includes an optional step. Also it is unclear what is intended by "stage li > 2 for 
application...". This claim is simply confusing. 

Claim 4: 

It is unclear what is intended by the phrase "which has no unfavorable effect on 
the activity of the catalyst". Not only is this confusing but this language appears to be 
redundant since Z is subsequently fully defined. 

The definition of the formula (a.2) inappropriately defines W instead of Z. 

Claim 5: 

It is unclear what is intended by the phrase "which has no unfavorable effect on 
the activity of the catalyst". Not only is this confusing but this language appears to be 
redundant since L is subsequently fully defined. 

Claim 9: 



Application/Control Number: 10/522,705 
Art Unit: 1796 



Pages 



It is unclear what is intended by "right to the core". 

While it is unclear what is actually intended by this claim, the Examiner questions 
whether or not this claim is actually further limiting. 
Claim 10: 

It is unclear what is intended by "which is a constituent". 
It is confusing why "chlorofibres" and "fluorofibres" are in quotation marks. The 
scope of this is unclear. 
Claim 12: 

It is unclear what is intended by "it" in this claim. 

2. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) which forms the basis for all 

obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

3. Claims 1 to 12 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Mueller et al. 

Muller et al. teach a method for treating architectural articles (column7, line 42) 
which includes treating an article with a silicone rubber composition containing compon- 
ents (a), (b) and (c) as claimed. See column 2, lines 5 and in, column 3, line 5 and on, 
and column 4, lines 3 and on. These teachings meet the requirements of claims 4 and 
5. Column 6, lines 23 to 25, teaches a viscosity range that embraces that claimed. 
From this one having ordinary skill in the art would have found a viscosity range within 
the claimed range to have been obvious. Please see the properties associated with the 
treated material, as found on for instance in Example 1, which meets the various 
properties claimed. With regard to the capillary rise, please note that products of 
identical chemical composition can not have mutually exclusive properties. A chemical 
composition and its properties are inseparable. Therefore, if the prior art teaches the 
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identical chemical structure, the properties applicant discloses and/or claims are 
necessarily present. 

For claim 2, note that column 7, line 46, teaches padding. 

For claim 6, note that such a ratio would have been obvious to one having 
ordinary skill in the art since the skilled artisan would realize that one generally allows 
for a molar ratio slightly higher than and/or slightly lower than a 1 :1 ratio to provide 
adequate crosslinking and curing. 

For claims 7 and 8, note that column 5, lines 47 and on, teaches such adhesion 
promoters. 

For claim 10, note the various material taught on column 7. In addition. Example 
1 uses a fibrous glass support. 

4. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Margaret G. Moore whose telephone number is 571- 
272-1090. The examiner can normally be reached on Monday and Wednesday to 
Friday, 10am to 4pm. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 

/Margaret G. Moore/ Margaret G. Moore 

Primary Examiner, Art Unit 1796 Primary Examiner 
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